BEFORE THE ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL 
EXAMINING BOARD 
IN THE MATTER OF: Case No.: 20-83 
FINDINGS OF FACT, 


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
AND ORDER 


HUGO SANTIBANEZ, DVM 
Holder of License No. 1483 


For the practice of Veterinary 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
| 
Medicine in the State of Arizona, ) 
) 
) 


Respondent. 


On October 2], 2020 and November 18, 2020, the Arizona State 
Veterinary Medical Examining Board conducted an _ Informal Interview 
regarding Hugo Santibanez, DVM (“Respondent”). The proceedings in this 
matter are governed by A.R.S. § 32-2234 (A}. Respondent was advised of his 
right to legal counsel by letter, appeared, and participated in the Informal 
Interview with counsel, Logan Elia. The Board reviewed all documents 
submitted regarding this matter, took testimony from Respondent, and 
proceeded as is permitted by A.R.S. § 32-2234 (A). 

Following the Informal Interview and the Board's discussion of the 
information and documents submitted, the Board determined that 
Respondent's conduct constituted unprofessional conduct pursuant A.R.S. § 32- 
2232 (12) as it relates to A.A.C. R3-11-501 (1) for failure to provide current 
professional and scientific knowledge. After considering all of the information 
and testimony, the Board issues the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 


Law and Order, (“Order”). 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Respondent is the holder of License No. 1483 issued on July 9, 1983, and is 
therefore authorized to practice the profession of veterinary medicine in the 
State of Arizona. 

2. On February 12, 2020, “Weda,” a 6 year-old female Poodle/Cocker mix 
was presented to Respondent due to lethargy and an infection in both eyes. 
She reported that she was giving the dog Pedialyte and Ensure but felt the dog 
was still dehydrated. 

3. According to Respondent's medical records, Complainant reported the 
dog had not been doing well for 5 days. She had been drinking a lot of water 
and urinating a loft. There was no vomiting or diarrhea; the dog had not 
defecated in 3 days. Complainant also relayed that the dog had been 
lethargic and dehydrated; therefore, she had been giving the dog Pedialyte. 

4. The medical records state that Complainant had been putting gel into 
the eyes and then began using artificial tears. The eyes were swollen and 
Complainant was self-medicating the dog with unknown medication. 

5. Upon exam, the dog had a weight = 14.6 pounds, a temperature = 101.9 
degrees, a heart rate = 122bpm and a respiration rate = 30roem. The dog was 
BAR (Respondent's narrative states QAR), eyes were swollen, she was 10% 
dehydrated with pink mucous membranes (Respondent's narrative states pale- 
pink). Resoondent recommended blood work; Complainant approved. 

6. According to Respondent, he only performed a chemistry panel, not a 
CBC, to prevent more blood from being drawn from an already anemic 


patient. However, when Respondent appeared at the Investigative Committee 


20-83, Hugo Santibanez, DVM 


ho 


meeting, he brought the results of a CBC he said he had performed on the 
dog. Abnormal blood results as follows: 

ALB 2.2 (2.5- 4.4) 

ALP 806 (20-150) 

BUN 25 (7-25) 

CA 7.6 (8:6- 11.8} 

PHOS 11 (2.9 — 6.6) 

GLU 115 (60-110) 

Ke 23: (3725.8) 

TP S) (5.4 — 8.2} 

REG...3,00> -[3,5:6.9) 

HGB 6.0 (12-16) 

HCT 21.8 (37-55) 

MCV 56 = (60-77) 

MCH 17.5 (19.5—- 24.5} 

Pil. 234 (165 — 500¢} 

7. Respondent stated in his narrative that his assessment and differential 
diagnoses were anemia, possible AIHA, bilateral eye infection, hypocalcaemia, 
hypophosphatemia, and other. He felt that the elevated Glucose result was 
possible due to stress. Respondent reported that Complainant was not satisfied 
with his assessment therefore he recommended additional diagnostics — 
Coombs Test and Dexamethasone Suppression test — to be sent to an outside 
lab. Complainant declined due to financial constraints. 

8. According to Respondent, Complainant wanted Respondent to 


administer the dog fluids; however, due to the dog’s anemia, Respondent felt 
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IV or SQ fluids would be against his better judgment. Respondent stated that he 
referred Complainant to a specialist, or second opinion, for the dog’s condition 
as well as the dog’s eyes. This is not recorded in medical record. Respondent 
further stated that he offered a complimentary recheck exam in 3 days. 
9. The dog was administered and discharged with the following: 
or Vitamin B Complex injection 150mg - 0.6mL IM; 
b. Canine Plus Senior Soft Chew 30 count; give 1 chewable tablet 
orally once a day for 30 days; and 
C. Biomox Tablets 100mg, 16 tablets; give 1 tablet orally twice a day 
for 8 days. 
10. On February 16, 2020, dive to the dog's worsening condition 


Complainant presented the dog fo Dr. Johnsen for a second opinion. 


Complainant reported that the dog came into contact with a live mouse and 
Complainant was sure that the mouse bit or scratched the dog on the eye. The 
eye became swollen and eventually developed a bloody discharge. The dog 
became lethargic during that time as well. Complainant advised that she had 
gone to an emergency facility shortly after the mouse bite but declined 
services due to cost. She then took the dog to Respondent, was told the dog 
was anemic, and medications were administered and dispensed. The dog 
became worse. 

11. Upon exam, Dr. Johnsen found the dog had a dull mentation and was 10 
-12% dehydrated. The dog was holding both eyes shut and the left eye was 
crusted shut and swollen — after peeling the left eyelids open there was a large 


amount of hemorrhagic discharge that came out and a large amount of 
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granulation tissue covered most of the globe. An IV catheter was placed and 
fluids were started. | 

12. Dr. Johnsen discussed his findings with Complainant; he explained that 
the dog's left eye would need to be enucleated but the dog had an 
underlying issue and recommended blood work and diagnostics. Complainant 
approved but had limited finances. 

13. Thoracic radiographs revealed an enlarged liver. Blood work revealed 
an elevated blood glucose (>686), BUN (58), ALP (942), and a decreased PCV 
(18%). Dr. Johnsen’s advised Complainant that the dog was likely in diabetic 
ketoacidosis and relayed that the dog had a poor prognosis. He 
recommended hospitalization for IV fluids, regular insulin administration with 
blood glucose monitoring; Complainant declined but did not want to 
euthanize the dog. Dr. Johnsen offered starting the dog on NPH insulin at home 
and supportive care but the prognosis was still poor and the dog could pass 
away at any time. Complainant chose this option — NPH insulin and syringe 
script was given to Complainant — she purchased them and brought them in for 
insulin and SQ fluid injection demonstration. The dog was discharged with Bayril, 
tramadol, and Tobramycin ophthalmic drops, and a bag of LRS fluids for SQ 
administration. 

14, The following day, the dog was presented to Dr. Johnsen to have the 
catheter removed. The dog had made significant improvement overnight. It 
was recommended to recheck the blood glucose in 3 - 4 days. Complainant 
cancelled the 2/21/20 appointment as Complainant purchased a glucometer 
for home use. Dr. Johnsen did not see the dog again; however, Complainant 


came in to get advice on how to get blood from the dog and how to use the 
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glucometer she had purchased. He recommended purchasing an Alphatrak 
glucometer for more accurate results. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

15. The Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board has jurisdiction 
over this matter pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2201, ef seq. 

16. The conduct and circumstances described in the Findings of Fact above, 
constitutes a violation of A.R.S. § 32-2232 (12) as it relates to A.A.C. R3-11-501 
(1) failure to provide current professional and scientific knowledge by not 
providing a complete evaluation of the dog, especially with respect to the 
eyes; not recommending a urinalysis due to the increased thirst and urination; 
and not offering IV or SQ fluids to a dog that was 10% dehydrated. Fluids would 
not have been detrimental in animal with a HCT of 22 %. 

ORDER 

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law it is 
ORDERED that Respondent's License, No. 1483 be placed on PROBATION for a 
period of one year, subject to the following terms and conditions that shall be 
completed within the Probationary period. These requirements include eight (8) 
total hours of continuing education (CE) detailed below: 

1. IT IS ORDERED THAT Respondent shall provide written proof satisfactory 
to the Board that he has completed eight (8) hours of continuing education 
(CE); hours earned in compliance with this order shall not be used for licensure 
renewal. Respondent shall satisfy these eight (8) hours by attending CE in the 
area of internal medicine. Respondent shall submit written verification of 


attendance to the Board for approval. 
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2. IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED THAT Respondent shall pay a civil penalty of one 
thousand dollars ($1000) on or before the end of the Probation period. Civil 
penalty shall be made payable to the Arizona State Veterinary Medical 
Examining Board and is to be paid by cashier's check, certified check, or 
money order. 

3. All continuing education to be completed for this Order shall be 
pre-approved by the Board. Respondent shall submit to the Board a written 
outline regarding how he plans to satisfy the requirements in paragraph | for its 
approval within sixty (60) days of the effective date of this Order. The outline 
shall include CE course details including, name, provider, date(s}, hours of CE to 
be earned, and a brief course summary. 

A. Respondent shall obey all federal, state and local laws/rules governing 
the practice of veterinary medicine in this state. 

5. Respondent shall bear all costs of complying with this Order. 

6. This Order is conclusive evidence of the matters described and may be 
considered by the Board in determining an appropriate sanction in the event a 
subsequent violation occurs. In the event Respondent violates any term of this 
Order, the Board may, after opportunity for Informal Interview or Formal 
Hearing, take any other appropriate disciplinary action authorized by law, 


including suspension or revocation of Respondent's license. 


REHEARING/APPEAL RIGHTS 


Respondent has the right to petition for a rehearing or review of this Order. 
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2234 (H) and § 41-1092.09 the petition must be filed with 
the Board within thirty-five (35) days from the date of mailing if the Order was 
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served via certified mail. Pursuant to A.A.C. R3-11-904 (C}, the petition must set 
forth legally sufficient reasons for granting the rehearing or review. The filing of 
a petition for rehearing or review is required to preserve any rights of appeal to 
the Superior Court that the party may wish to pursue. 

This Order shall be effective and in force upon the expiration of the above 
time period for filing a motion for rehearing or review with the Board. However, 
the timely filing of a motion for rehearing or review shall stay the enforcement 
of the Board’s Order, unless, pursuant to A.A.C. R3-11-904 (F), the Board has 
expressly found good cause to believe that this Order shall be effectively 


immediately upon the issuance and has so stated in this Order. 


Dated this_ 23 day ofS fisnde, 2020 


Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 
Jim Loughead 
Chairman 


if a Jos 


Af. | . , 
ca . A . Sats . * 
Victoria Whitmore, Executive Director 


Original of the foregoing filed this_23 _ day of Vrrem be , 2020 
with the: 


Arizona State Veterinary 
Medical Examining Board 
1740 W. Adams St., Ste. 4600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Copy of the foregoing sent by certified, return receipt mail 


this 23% day of V) ever b—_, 2020 to: 


Hugo Santibanez, DVM 
Adaress on file 
Respondent 


Copy of the foregoing sent by regular mail 
this_23” day of Wax\e4—__, 2020 to: 


Logan Elia, Esq. 

Rose Law Group 

7144 E. Stetson Drive, Ste. 300 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251 


By: Ly Vi dines 


Board Staff 
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